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is the first place where the sequence of events is complete so as
to create a cause of action. Or, to repeat the American Restate-
ment: The place of wrong is in the State where the last event
necessary to make an actor liable for an alleged tort takes
place.*1 What that last event is must be decided by the lex fort.
If this view is correctj it conflicts with those expressed by the
two Lords Justices in the Monro Case.2
In the later case of Bata v. Bata,3 where defamatory letters
had been written by the defendant in Zurich and posted to
certain addresses in London, it was argued on the basis of the
Monro Case that the tort had been committed *in Switzerland
where the letters had been written and that therefore leave to
serve the defendant out of the jurisdiction should not be
granted. The Court of Appeal, however, held that publication
is the material element that completes the tort of libel and that
the cause of action had arisen in England.
It only remains to notice that the English court, when it Reference
refers to the lex loci delicti commissi^ merely applies the rules of [S0/**tfw
that law that would be applicable to a purely domestic case domestic
similar to the one under consideration.4 In other words, the rale8
reference is to the internal law of the locus delicti^ not to its
private international law.
The law that governs maritime torts depends upon whether Maritime
they have been committed within the territorial waters of some^lS-^/}
State or upon the high seas.5
In the former case the ordinary, doctrine as laid down in Torts in
Phillips v. Eyre_ applies. The tort is treated as having been*0™*11
committed within the jurisdiction of the country possessing
sovereignty over the waters.6
The High Court has jurisdiction to entertain a suit in respect Torts oi^ilj
of injurious acts done on the high seas,7 even though both the ^ur"L
litigants are foreigners.8 It is a little difficult, however, to specify *
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